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CHANGE SHEET #1 (CIRCULATED 4/4/15)

Necessary changes may be made to the Comment Summary and Responses to the proposed
Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited Segments (303(d) List) portion of
the 2012 California Integrated Report, circulated on March 23, 2015. The revisions shown in
bold-strikeout and underline reflect text removed and added to the Comment Summary and
Responses to the proposed Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List portion of the 2012 California
Integrated Report with Change Sheet #1.

On page 10 of the Comment Summary and Responses to the proposed Clean Water Act
Section 303(d) List portion of the 2012 California Integrated Report, change Response to
Comment 1.0 as follows:

In addition to recognizing U.S. EPA’s recommendation that segments be placed in Category 4c
when the cause is solely due to pollution, and given the uncertainties associated with
determining appropriate flow criteria to be used as a threshold for determining impairment, the
State Water Board does not believe that placing segments in Category 4c of the Integrated
Report results is warranted.

On page 32-33 of the Comment Summary and Responses to the proposed Clean Water Act
303(d) List portion of the 2012 California Integrated Report, change Response to Comment 3.5
as follows:

The commenter points out that the many board actions currently underway do not address other
or all impaired waterways-waterbodies where readily available data exists indicating

|mpa|rment due to flow. &%W%FB%FQ—S%%&S—&G%@HWM&PPH@—FG%W—%#&H&HQ

While the commenter belleves that these efforts cannot replace water quality reIated flow
listings. these are important steps that can be taken in the near term and do notrely o
ategorlzmg awaterbody as flow- |mpa|red —Gensequenﬂy,—lhtelsﬂqe&ate—Water—Beard—s

eemmenter—&de&red—petenttal—result& Any staff recommendatlon to categorlze the
beneficial uses of a waterbody as impaired due solely to anthropogenic changes in flow
may be difficult to support on atechnical basis if performed without a standardized and
documented methodology. Further. the effort required of Regional Water Board staff to
conduct initial assessments and make recommendations on a case-by-case basis, and
the subsequent effort required of State Water Board staff to understand the Reqgional
Water Board staff assessments and recommendations will likely require staff resources
far in excess of those currently available. For the above reasons relating to transparency
of process. adequacy of technical analysis. and prudent use of resources. any steps that
can be taken to address flow through other programs and authorities should be, and are
being taken now. and the issue of flow impairment should be addressed carefully
through development of an assessment method before assessments are performed on a
case-by-case basis.



